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PURPOSE, SCOPE AND AUTHORITY

Purpose
Hansen Bros. Transfer & Storage Co. Inc. (Hansen Brothers) holds household goods carrier authority within Washington. The purpose of this investigation is to determine the company’s compliance with Washington state laws and Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (commission) rules.  

Scope
The scope of the investigation is the intrastate transportation of household goods by Hansen Brothers in June 2010, and the company’s compliance with state laws and commission rules during that time period.

Authority
Staff conducts this investigation pursuant to Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 81.04.070, RCW 81.80.130, and RCW 81.80.330. Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 480-15-010 gives the commission authority to regulate companies that transport household goods within the state of Washington.  

Staff
Travis Yonker, Compliance Investigator
(360) 664-1224
tyonker@utc.wa.gov



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Commission staff received information that Hansen Bros. Moving & Storage Co. Inc. (Hansen Brothers) was completing estimates that did not comply with commission rules and Tariff 15-C. As a result of this information, Compliance Investigations staff concluded that a broader investigation was necessary to determine if Hansen Brothers consistently complied with state laws and commission rules.

An investigation into the business practices of Hansen Brothers revealed that the company is in violation of commission rules, as follows:

· Failure to use proper estimate format and failure to properly complete estimate forms in violation of WAC 480-15-630.
· Failure to properly complete cube sheets as part of each estimate in violation of WAC 480-15-630.
· Failure to properly complete supplemental estimates in violation of WAC 480-15-630.
· Failure to use proper bill of lading format and failure to properly complete its bills of lading in violation of WAC 480-15-710.
· Failure to accurately record or calculate rates and charges on its bills of lading according Tariff 15-C, in violation of WAC 480-15-490.

Recommendation
Staff reviewed business records for 75 moves performed by Hansen Brothers in June 2010. Although staff found a number of violations in the completion of forms for many moves, staff recommends the commission only assess penalties for violations for which there is potential for harm to customers or for which Hansen Brothers has previously received technical assistance. Staff recommends penalties as follows:

· A penalty of $100 for failing to provide proper documentation of the company giving the brochure, “Your Guide to Moving in Washington State” to all customers during the review period in violation of WAC 480-15-630, for a total penalty of $100;
· A penalty of $100 each for the four violations in which the company failed to obtain a customer signature on the written estimate in violation of WAC 480-15-630, for a total penalty of $400;
· A penalty of $100 each for the four violations in which the company failed to provide sufficient detail for the services in the written supplemental estimate in violation of WAC 480-15-630, for total penalty of $400;
· A penalty of $100 for each of the two moves in which the company failed to record the mileage on the bill of lading in violation of WAC 480-15-710, for a total penalty of $200; and
· A penalty of $100 for failing to provide proper documentation of interruptions in violation of WAC 480-15-710, for a total penalty of $100.


Staff recommends total penalties of $1,200. In addition, staff recommends Hansen Brothers representatives attend commission-conducted rule and tariff training at the next available date, and submit a written compliance plan addressing each violation in this report.

Staff further recommends Hansen Brothers closely review this report as it provides valuable technical assistance in other areas that need improvement including the format and completion of estimates, bills of lading, and charging according to Tariff 15-C.
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BACKGROUND

Permit Status
According to commission records, Hansen Brothers has held common carrier authority with the commission since 1982. On January 15, 1999, the company’s common carrier permit was automatically transferred to permanent household goods authority, permit number HG-001782, in Docket No. TV-971477.

According to Washington Secretary of State online records, Hansen Brothers was incorporated in the state of Washington in 1970. Larry Nelsen is listed as the president and registered agent, with David Cullen listed as treasurer.

According to the company’s 2009 annual reported submitted to the commission, Hansen Brothers completed 1,540 intrastate moves and 2,122 intrastate estimates in 2009, and had a total revenue from household goods moves in 2009 of $1,790,918.  The annual report also stated that in 2009 the company received 49 damage claims for intrastate moves. 

Technical Assistance
According to commission records, consumer protection staff received the following number of complaints per year against Hansen Brothers:

	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010

	6
	3
	7
	6
	7
	9
	3
	1
	0
	1



On January 5, 2007, staff completed a comprehensive investigation of Hansen Brothers’ business practices.[footnoteRef:1] At that time, staff identified a number of rule violations and provided the company with a report describing the violations. Staff recommended no enforcement action be taken so long as Hansen Brothers submitted a compliance plan to the commission. [1:  See Attachment A for a copy of commission staff’s January 5, 2007, letter to Hansen Brothers, and the attached investigation findings.] 


On February 13, 2007, Larry Nelsen, president of Hansen Brothers, sent the commission a letter addressing each violation and identifying compliance steps he intended to take on behalf of the company.[footnoteRef:2] On June 17, 2009, Dave Jedlicka of Hansen Brothers attended a commission rules and tariff training. [2:  See Attachment B for a copy of Mr. Nelsen’s February 13, 2007,  letter to the commission.] 


Investigation
Staff initiated this investigation into the business practices of Hansen Brothers to ensure that the company complies with state law and commission rules and Tariff 15-C.

INVESTIGATION

Data Requests
On August 11, 2010, staff requested the following records and information from Hansen Brothers:

1. For every residential move performed within the state of Washington from April 1, 2010, through June 30, 2010, all supporting documents related to each customer’s move, including, but not limited to, bills of lading, estimates, supplemental estimates, inventory records, weight slips, and all documents related to temporary storage of the goods.  

2. For every residential move estimate completed by the company from April 1, 2010, through June 30, 2010, that did not result in an actual move, all supporting documents related to each estimate, including, but not limited to, the estimate, table of measurements, and supplemental estimate.

3. A copy of the company’s customer complaint and claims register, listing all complaints and claims received from January 1, 2010, through June 30, 2010, including all documents related to each complaint and claim.

Staff instructed Hansen Brothers to respond to the data request no later than September 1, 2010. On August 13, 2010, staff received a telephone call from Mr. Nelsen, who stated the company’s response to the data request would include hundreds of moves unless the scope of the data request was changed. Mr. Nelsen further requested additional time to respond to the data request. On August 13, 2010, staff sent Mr. Nelsen an email extending the response deadline to September 7, 2010. Staff also changed the scope of the data request to encompass only the first 75 intrastate moves conducted by the company after June 1, 2010. In response, on September 8, 2010, Mr. Nelsen delivered to the commission copies of records for 75 moves performed in June 2010, including bills of lading, cube sheets and written estimates. Hansen Brothers also provided documents for 25 estimates that did not result in a move and 2010 claim logs for each of the company’s three locations.

On September 21, 2010, staff requested, and Mr. Nelsen provided, the reverse side of the company’s bill of lading form describing the various contract terms of the bill of lading.

Scope of Investigation
Staff used the documents and information furnished from the data request to conduct its investigation of the company’s business practices. Staff reviewed the records of 75 moves conducted by the company during June 2010.



2008 RULES AND TARIFF

On December 27, 2008, the commission adopted updated household goods rules in Docket No. TV-070466. The rules went into effect on January 27, 2009, and the commission notified all permitted carriers of the changes. The notice described how to access the new rules on the commission’s website, as well as, instructions for requesting a paper or electronic copy from the commission.  

The commission also adopted an updated household goods tariff, Tariff 15-C, effective February 1, 2008, in Docket No. TV-072258. The commission sent a copy of the final order adopting the tariff and a full copy of the new tariff to all permitted carriers on February 1, 2008.

The commission made significant changes to the way household goods carriers are required to provide services and bill their customers in both the rules and the tariff. For example, the commission required carriers to provide all customers with a written estimate prior to the actual move.

To assist permitted companies with understanding and implementing these changes, the commission provided rule and tariff training sessions for all interested parties. Commission records indicate that Dave Jedlicka of Hansen Brothers attended this training on June 17, 2009, in Olympia.


FORMAT AND COMPLETION OF ESTIMATES

Investigation
WAC 480-15-630 requires that household goods carriers “provide a written estimate to every customer prior to moving a shipment of household goods.” Further, WAC 480-15-630(7) specifically requires that carriers “complete the estimates as required by tariff.” Tariff 15-C, Item 85, identifies the required elements for all estimates.

Staff reviewed documents for 75 moves completed by Hansen Brothers in June 2010. The company issued estimates in all 75 moves, however, the estimate forms were not always completed correctly, as required by WAC 480-15-630(7). In addition, the company’s estimate format did not comply with Tariff 15-C in one aspect. Staff found deficiencies in the format and completion of estimates, as follows:

· Providing a copy of the brochure “Your Guide to Moving in Washington State” Item 85(2)(c) of Tariff 15-C requires “[a] space for the customer to sign or initial stating that the customer was provided a copy of the brochure ‘your Guide to Moving in Washington State.’” While the company’s form contains the required space on the second page of its estimate form, the company representatives were not consistent in ensuring that the customer signed or initialed in the space. In total, company representatives failed to obtain a signature or initial from the customer in 24 moves during the review period, which represents 32 percent of the total moves staff reviewed. As such, in nearly a third of all Hansen Brothers moves reviewed, there is no evidence that the company representative made the brochure available to the customer.

· Nonbinding estimate disclosure:  Item 85(2)(q) of Tariff 15-C requires that all estimates contain a statement that (i) the estimate is not binding, (ii) the cost of the move may exceed the estimate, (iii) the carrier must release the shipment upon payment of no more than 110 percent of the estimate and allow at least 30 days to pay amounts in excess of 110 percent, and (iv) that the customer is not required to pay more than 125 percent of the estimate unless the carrier issues and customer accepts a supplemental estimate. Currently, the language in Hansen Brothers’ estimate form states the following:

“This shipment is moving under a non-binding estimate. If the charges shown on the bill of lading exceed the charges on this estimate, the carrier must release the shipment upon payment of no more than 110% of the estimated charges and will extend credit for at least 30 days at which time the remainder is due. Interest and late payment fees may apply. In no case will payment of more than 125% of the estimate plus supplements be required.[footnoteRef:3]” [3:  See Attachment C for an example of Hansen Brothers’ current estimate form.] 


The final sentence of the current statement is incomplete according to the tariff, and may lead to customer confusion as the statement fails to clarify that the carrier must issue and the customer accept a supplemental estimate. The current statement does not make it clear to the customer that he or she will have the opportunity to accept a supplement.

· Required signatures: Item 85(2)(s) of Tariff 15-C requires that all estimates contain “[s]ignatures of the carrier personnel completing the form and the customer and the dates each signed.” In eight cases, the company representative failed to sign the estimate. In another nine cases, the estimate contained a printed name of a company representative as opposed to a signature. In following four cases, the company representative failed to obtain the signature of the customer on the written estimate:

· On May 25, 2010, the company completed a written estimate for customer Beard, but failed to obtain the customer’s signature on the estimate form.
· On May 28, 2010, the company completed a written estimate for customer Sanchez, but failed to obtain the customer’s signature on the estimate form.
· On June 1, 2010, the company completed a written estimate for customer Rosenzweig, but failed to obtain the customer’s signature on the estimate form.
· On June 16, 2010, the company completed a written estimate for customer Fleming, but failed to obtain the customer’s signature on the estimate form.

Technical Assistance
Commission staff has provided Hansen Brothers with technical assistance regarding each of these issues. On January 5, 2007, staff completed and sent to Hansen Brothers an investigation report explaining in detail the rules pertaining to estimates. Staff’s report advised Hansen Brothers to revise the non-binding language on its estimate form,[footnoteRef:4] to include a notation on every estimate that the customer was provided a copy of the brochure, “Your Rights and Responsibilities as a Moving Company Customer,” and to ensure that customers sign all estimates. [4:  At the time of the 2007 investigation, the relevant rule was WAC 480-15-650, whereas the current rule is WAC 480-15-630(7), which adopts by reference all tariff rules. The non-binding language at issue, however, is substantially similar under both rules.] 


On February 13, 2007, Mr. Nelsen of Hansen Brothers responded to staff’s investigation report, and stated that the company was redesigning its estimate form to “incorporate the verbiage and information [the commission] requested,” and that the company would “re-emphasize the importance of getting all paperwork signed by the customer.” In reference to providing a copy of the brochure, Mr. Nelsen stated, “we feel we have met the intent of the regulation,” and did not specifically commit to improving company practices related to this issue.

Findings
Staff finds that Hansen Brothers failed to use a proper estimate form by failing to have complete language related to non-binding estimates. Staff further finds that during the review period, the company failed to accurately complete its estimates in violation of WAC 480-15-630(7). These violations come after Hansen Brothers has previously received technical assistance from commission staff on these issues.

Recommendation
Staff recommends a penalty of $100 for failing to provide documentation of the company offering a copy of the consumer brochure, “Your Guide to Moving in Washington State,” in all moves conducted by the company during the review period, and a further penalty of $100 for each instance in which the company failed to obtain a customer signature when completing an estimate, for a total penalty of $500.

Staff advises that Hansen Brothers must update its estimate form to include the full non-binding estimate language as required under Tariff 15-C, Item 85((2)(q). Staff further advises that Hansen Brothers must provide a properly completed estimate to each customer prior to commencing the move. Staff considers this investigation as the company’s technical assistance regarding estimate format and estimate completion. If future violations are found, staff may recommend further penalties or take other enforcement action.



CUBE SHEETS

Investigation
WAC 480-15-630 requires a household goods company to issue an estimate prior to every move, and requires that the estimate include all elements as required by Tariff 15-C, Item 85. Tariff 15-C, Item 85(2)(g) requires, with each estimate, “a household goods cube sheet inventory of the items upon which the estimate is based and the estimated cubic footage for each item.” Hansen Brothers failed to properly complete cube sheets in nine out of 75 moves, or approximately 12 percent of the moves reviewed, as follows:

· On May 25, 2010, the company completed an estimate for customer Beard, noting a total cubic footage of 1,186 pounds, however there is no cube sheet to support this total. While the company completed a household goods descriptive inventory at the time of the move on June 30, 2010, the inventory cannot replace the cube sheet as it does not include the cubic footage of the goods, and it was not completed at the time of the estimate, as required under the tariff.
· On June 1, 2010, the company completed an estimate for customer Dorman, however there is no cube sheet describing the cubic footage of the goods, as required under the tariff.
· On June 3, 2010, the company completed an estimate for customer Blair. While there is what appears to be a cube sheet with the number of items in the shipment noted, there is no total cubic footage described, as required under the tariff. 
· On June 14, 2010, the company completed an estimate for customer Berry, noting a total cubic footage of 716 pounds, however there is no cube sheet to support this total. While the company completed a household goods descriptive inventory at the time of the move on June 23, 2010, the inventory cannot replace the cube sheet as it does not include the cubic footage of the goods, and it was not completed at the time of the estimate, as required under the tariff.
· On approximately June 16, 2010, the company completed an estimate for customer Fleming. While there is what appears to be a cube sheet with the number items in the shipment noted, there is no total cubic footage described, as required under the tariff.
· On June 18, 2010, the company completed an estimate for customer Fowler, however there is no cube sheet describing the cubic footage of the goods, as required under the tariff.
· On June 21, 2010, the company completed an estimate for customer Bott. While there is a “piece count tabulation” form with the number of items in the shipment, there is no total cubic footage described, as required under the tariff.
· On June 28, 2010, the company completed an estimate for customer Strickland, however there is no cube sheet describing the cubic footage of the goods, as required under the tariff.
· On June 30, 2010, the company completed an estimate for customer Watier, however there is no cube sheet describing the cubic footage of the goods, as required under the tariff.

Findings
Staff finds that Hansen Brothers failed to properly complete cube sheets with estimates in nine moves in violation of WAC 480-15-630(7).

Recommendations
Staff advises that Hansen Brothers must provide a properly-completed cube sheet that clearly documents the cubic footage of each move. Staff considers this investigation as the company’s technical assistance regarding estimate format and estimate completion. If future violations are found, staff may recommend penalties or take other enforcement action.




SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATES

Investigation
WAC 480-15-630 requires a household goods company to issue written supplemental estimates “when required by commission rule or tariff.” 480-15-630(3) further requires a household goods company to issue a supplemental estimate “if the circumstance surrounding the move change in a way that causes rates or charges to increase.” Thus, a supplemental estimate is only appropriate when the changed circumstances were not apparent at the time of the original estimate. Staff found that in seven out of 75 moves, Hansen Brothers issued supplemental estimates. In reviewing those seven supplemental estimates, staff found the following deficiencies:

· Description of services: Item 85(3)(e) of Tariff 15-C requires a supplemental estimate to include “[a] complete description of the services or products added by the supplemental estimate and associated charges.” It is also required that “[e]ach service or product and charge must be listed separately in sufficient detail to determine if proper rates were charged according to the tariff or, where no tariff charges exist, in sufficient detail to determine the exact nature, number, and type of charges.” Staff found that Hansen Brothers failed to provide sufficient detail in the following moves:

· On approximately June 17, 2010, the company completed a supplemental estimate for customer Pallis, charging him $4,247.35 for a move originally estimated at $4,038.60. The supplemental estimate contains additional services described as “add $100 for extra packing mat.” and “add 2 hours @ 218.40.” While the additional charge for packing material appears appropriate, the additional time is not described in sufficient detail to indicate an unforeseen change in circumstances.
· On June 24, 2010, the company completed a supplemental estimate for customer Camenga, charging him $2,208.63 for a move originally estimated at $1,835.60. The supplemental estimate contains two additional services, one for “change in valuation,” and another that is described simply as “add 1 hour.” While the change in valuation appears appropriate, the additional hour of service is not described in sufficient detail to indicate an unforeseen change in circumstances.
· On June 25, 2010, the company completed a supplemental estimate for customer Lynch, charging her $791.70 for a move originally estimated at $546.00, which represents an increase of 45 percent. The supplemental estimate contains additional services described simply as “add 3 hrs to estimate @ 109.20/hr.” The additional three hours are not described in sufficient detail to indicate an unforeseen change in circumstances.
· On June 25, 2010, the company completed a supplemental estimate for customer Mueller, charging her $1,119.50 for a move originally estimated at $939.00. The supplemental estimate contains additional services described simply as “1 ½ hours extra time.” The additional time is not described in sufficient detail to indicate an unforeseen change in circumstances.

· Date of supplemental estimate: Item 85(3)(f) of Tariff 15-C requires a supplemental estimate to include the signatures of the company representative and the customer, and the dates each signed the supplemental estimate. Staff found that Hansen Brothers failed to provide the date in the following moves:

· On approximately June 17, 2010, the company completed a supplemental estimate for customer Pallis. While both the company representative and the customer signed the estimate, there is no date included.

Technical Assistance
Commission staff has provided Hansen Brothers with technical assistance regarding the format of supplemental estimates. In January 2007, staff provided Mr. Nelsen of Hansen Brothers with a report documenting the various rule violations staff identified at that time, including the format of supplemental estimates. In that report, staff identified 15 elements that were missing in Hansen Brothers’ supplemental estimate form based on Tariff 15-B. Staff further informed the company that a supplemental estimate was required when “the circumstances surrounding the move change in any way to cause the rate for service or the estimated charges to increase.”

In February 2007, the commission received a response to staff’s report from Mr. Nelsen. In that response, Mr. Nelsen stated “[o]ur supplemental estimate form is also being redesigned even though we have made changes in the past and were told by your people the changes were adequate.” Despite this statement, staff found that the supplemental estimate form Hansen Brothers currently uses is virtually identical to the version used by the company in 2006.[footnoteRef:5] Since that time, Tariff 15-B has been superseded by Tariff 15-C, which no longer has the same requirements. As such, Hanson Brothers’ supplemental form now complies with the current rule even though the company never complied with the commission’s 2007 directive. [5:  See Attachments D and E for examples of the supplemental estimate form used by the company in 2006 and 2010, respectively.] 


Mr. Nelsen further acknowledged in his February 2007 response to the commission that “it is the customer who has requested the additional service.” This statement indicates the company’s understanding of the purpose behind a supplemental estimate. Thus, it would follow that the company understands the need to provide adequate support to justify a supplement estimate under the rules.

Findings
Staff finds that Hansen Brothers failed to properly complete supplemental estimates in four moves for not providing sufficient detail for the services, and in one move for failing to have the signers date the estimate. These violations come after Hansen Brothers has previously received technical assistance regarding supplemental estimates.

Recommendation
Staff recommends a penalty of $100 each for the four violations where Hansen Brothers failed to provide sufficient detail for the services in violation of WAC 480-15-630, for total penalty of $400.



FORMAT AND COMPLETION OF BILLS OF LADING

Investigation
WAC 480-15-710 requires a household goods company to issue a properly completed bill of lading for every move. WAC 480-15-710(3) further requires that the carrier “must include the information in the bill of lading as described in the commission’s tariff.” Tariff 15-C, Item 95, identifies the required elements for all bills of lading.

Staff reviewed documents associated with 75 moves completed by Hansen Brothers in June 2010. The company issued bills of lading in all 75 moves, however, the bill of lading forms were not always completed correctly, as required by WAC 480-15-710. Staff found the following deficiencies in the format and completion of estimates:

· Website and e-mail information: Item 95(1)(a) requires the company to include its website address and e-mail address, if any, on the bill of lading form. The form Hansen Brothers currently uses does not contain its website or e-mail contact information.[footnoteRef:6] Hansen Brothers maintains a website and an e-mail address for customers to contact, as evidenced on its estimate form, which contains this information. As such, this information should be included in the bill of lading form. [6:  See Attachment F for an example of the bill of lading form Hansen Brothers currently uses.] 


· Mileage for long-distance moves: Item 95(1)(l)(i) requires the company to include on the bill of lading, when conducting a long-distance move, the mileage of the move. Hansen Brothers did not include the mileage on the bill of lading in two moves as follows:

· On June 23, 2010, the company completed a long-distance move for customer Leeper, but neglected to record the mileage on the bill of lading.
· On June 23, 2010, the company completed a long-distance move for customer Berry, but neglected to record the mileage on the bill of lading.

· Weight for long-distance moves: Item 95(1)(l)(ii) requires the company to include on the bill of lading, when conducting a long-distance move, the net weight of the shipment as documented on the “actual weight ticket.” In the case of customer Stone, Hansen Brothers recorded gross weight and tare weight, which is supported by the weight tickets on file, however, the billed weight is not supported by the weight tickets. When staff requested additional information from Hansen Brothers, Mr. Jedlicka reported that there had been a second truck for which there are no weight tickets available. Staff confirmed with customer Stone that there were two trucks for this move.

· Interruptions: Item 95(1)(m) requires the company to include “any interruption time for each employee involved in the move.” Although the company’s bill of lading form includes a separate space to record interruptions for breaks and meals, such interruptions were not consistently recorded. Hanson Brothers’ employees frequently worked in excess of five hours but did not record breaks. Because staff assumes Hansen Brothers’ employees take breaks as required by law, the company improperly billed customers for interruption time in 23 moves in the following moves:

· On June 1, 2010, the company completed a move for customer Carson in which the crew worked for seven hours without a recorded break.
· On June 1, 2010, the company completed a move for customer Quillin in which the crew worked for 6.25 hours without a recorded break.
· On June 2, 2010, the company completed a move for customer Monahan in which the crew worked for 5.5 hours without a recorded break.
· On June 2, 2010, the company completed a move for customer Pruitt in which the crew worked for 7.5 hours without a recorded break.
· On June 2, 2010, the company completed a move for customer Sessions in which the crew worked for 5.25 hours without a recorded break.
· On June 3, 2010, the company completed a move for customer Rosenzweig in which the crew worked for 5.5 hours without a recorded break.
· On June 3, 2010, the company completed a move for customer Kovacevich in which the crew worked for 5.25 hours without a recorded break.
· On June 5, 2010, the company completed a move for customer Rutledge in which the crew worked for 5.5 hours without a recorded break.
· On June 7, 2010, the company completed a move for customer Thorpe in which the crew worked for six hours without a recorded break.
· On June 7, 2010, the company completed a move for customer Sherwood in which the crew worked for 7.5 hours without a recorded break.
· On June 8, 2010, the company completed a move for customer Pintler in which the crew worked for 7.5 hours without a recorded break.
· On June 11, 2010, the company completed a move for customer Harr in which the crew worked for 6.75 hours without a recorded break.
· On June 14, 2010, the company completed a move for customer Wilbanks in which the crew worked for 5.5 hours without a recorded break.
· On June 15, 2010, the company completed a move for customer Yu in which the crew worked for 6.25 hours without a recorded break.
· On June 17, 2010, the company completed a move for customer Deitz in which the crew worked for 6.75 hours without a recorded break.
· On June 19, 2010, the company completed a move for customer Fowler in which the crew worked for 6.5 hours without a recorded break.
· On June 24, 2010, the company completed a move for customer Ovadia in which the crew worked for 6.5 hours without a recorded break.
· On June 24, 2010, the company completed a move for customer Brashen in which the crew worked for 6.25 hours without a recorded break.
· On June 25, 2010, the company completed a move for customer Scott in which the crew worked for 5.75 hours without a recorded break.
· On June 28, 2010, the company completed a move for customer Samson in which the crew worked 5.5 hours without a recorded break.
· On June 28, 2010, the company completed a move for customer Dineen in which the crew worked for six hours without a recorded break.
· On June 28, 2010, the company completed a move for customer Callaha in which the crew worked for 6.75 hours without a recorded break.
· On June 29 and June 30, 2010, the company completed a move for customer Marsh in which the crew worked for six hours on June 29, 2010, and worked for 7.25 hours on June 30, 2010, without a recorded break on both days.

Technical Assistance
Commission staff has provided Hansen Brothers with technical assistance regarding some of these issues. On July 5, 2006, commission staff recorded a violation against Hansen Brothers for failing to record interruptions of time in the bill of lading. On January 5, 2007, staff completed and sent to Hansen Brothers an investigation report explaining in detail the rules pertaining to estimates. Staff’s report advised Hansen Brothers to show the mileage on the bill of lading for each mileage-based move. Staff’s report also advised Hansen Brothers to list any interruptions for each worker, noting that “Hansen Brothers continues to incur violations of this rule requirement.”

On February 13, 2007, Mr. Nelsen of Hansen Brothers responded to staff’s investigation report. In reference to recording mileage, Mr. Nelsen stated he would “take [staff’s advice] under consideration during the redesign” of the company’s forms. In reference to recording interruption times for company workers, Mr. Nelsen stated, “[i]n most cases the Bill of Lading should have this information, but if not, payroll records should reflect the times of each person on the job.”

Findings
Staff finds that Hansen Brothers failed to use a proper bill of lading form by failing to have the company’s website and email information included on the form. Staff further finds that during the review period, the company failed to accurately complete its bills of lading in violation of WAC 480-15-710 by failing to record mileage, weight, and interruptions properly. These violations come after Hansen Brothers has previously received technical assistance from commission staff on these issues.

Recommendation
Staff recommends a penalty of $100 for each of the two instances in which the company failed to include mileage on all bills of lading and a penalty of $100 for failing to record interruptions in all moves over five hours, for a total violation of $300.

Staff advises that Hansen Brothers update its bill of lading form to comply with Tariff 15-C, Item 95. Staff also advises that Hansen Brothers must properly record mileage and weight in mileage-based moves, and record required interruptions in hourly moves, in each bill of lading. Staff considers this investigation as the company’s technical assistance regarding format and completion of bills of lading. If further violations are found, staff may recommend penalties or take other enforcement action. 

TARIFF RATES AND CHARGES

Investigation
WAC 480-15-490 requires a household goods company to bill charges according to Tariff 15-C. Hansen Brothers failed to bill the customer according to Tariff 15-C, as follows:

· Minimum charge: Item 105(7) of Tariff 15-C states that the minimum charge for any mileage-based move “will be calculated on a weight of seven pounds per cubic foot of properly loaded vehicle.” On June 16, 2010, Hansen Brothers charged customer Meras for 2,750 pounds. According to the cube sheet, there was a total of 388 cubic feet, which would equate to 2,716 pounds, however the estimate states a total of 393 cubic feet. There is no explanation for the difference in cubic feet. When staff contacted Mr. Nelsen about this move, he speculated that it was intended as a binding move, although the documents specify it is a non-binding move.
· Proper calculation of miles: Item 105(1) of Tariff 15-C states that mileage-based move rules “apply to moves of 56 miles or more.” Item 105(6) of Tariff 15-C states that household goods carriers must use a mileage guide that calculates mileage based on the most current version of the Household Goods Carriers Bureau Mileage guide, such as Rand McNally’s Mile Maker. On June 17, 2010, Hansen Brothers charged customer Curry for a mileage-based move, noting on the estimate and the bill of lading that the move was 56 miles, from Camano Island to Edmonds. According to Rand McNally’s Mile Maker, the actual distance from Camano Island to Edmonds is 55 miles. As such, the move should have been charged hourly.


Findings
Staff finds that Hansen Brothers violation WAC 480-15-490 for failing to charge customers as required by Tariff 15-C in two moves.

Recommendation
Staff advises that Hansen Brothers must properly charge based on Tariff 15-C, and the company must provide adequate documentation to determine the basis for all charges. Staff considers this investigation as the company’s technical assistance regarding estimate format and estimate completion. If future violations are found, staff may recommend penalties or take other enforcement action.





SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Staff recommends a total penalty of $1200 for the following violations:
· A penalty of $100 for failing to provide proper documentation of the company giving the brochure, “Your Guide to Moving in Washington State” to all customers during the review period in violation of WAC 480-15-630, for a total penalty of $100;
· A penalty of $100 each for the four violations in which the company failed to obtain a customer signature on the written estimate in violation of WAC 480-15-630, for a total penalty of $400;
· A penalty of $100 each for the four violations in which the company failed to provide sufficient detail for the services in the written supplemental estimate in violation of WAC 480-15-630, for total penalty of $400;
· A penalty of $100 for each of the two moves in which the company failed to record the mileage on the bill of lading in violation of WAC 480-15-710, for a total penalty of $200; and
· A penalty of $100 for failing to provide proper documentation of interruptions in violation of WAC 480-15-710, for a total penalty of $100.

2. Staff recommends Hansen Brothers representatives attend commission-conducted rule and tariff training at the next available session.

3. Staff recommends Hansen Brothers submit to the commission a written compliance plan addressing each of the violations addressed in this report.

4. Staff recommends Hansen Brothers closely review this report because it provides valuable technical assistance in other areas that need improvement. Staff has provided technical assistance on those areas within the report, as listed below. If future violations are found, staff may recommend penalties or take other enforcement action.
· Hansen Brothers must provide a properly-completed estimate, including cube sheet, to each customer prior to the move. The estimate form must include all information required in the rule and Tariff 15-C, Item 85.
· Hansen Brothers must provide a properly-completed bill of lading for every move. The bill of lading form must include all information required in the rule and Tariff 15-C, Item 95.
· Hansen Brothers must charge customers only according to Tariff 15-C, and provide adequate documentation for determining the proper charges under the tariff.
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